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Introduction
AMPIMPIMI 114....

Two basic types of decisions must he rade with mart. to operational

education programs and projects--funding/refunding and project monitoring.

In order to properly make these decisions, certain types of information

are necessary. Among the types of information required to supoort the

necessary decisions are (kiscription of actual ongoing project and

ograin act it it ies, the e Erect of pelject and prognmi activities, and
(for tAaining program) mmTower needs and supplies. Each of these

locomotion needs mist he siprearted by at information FIYArrin that in-

cludes procnss evaluation, impact evaluarion, and special studies.

Special Ittilies allow the decision-maker to determine the need for various

p7ogratin, Impact evaluation serves to identify those programs or projects

which arc having the greatest (and pooreAt) qualitative impact. Process

evaluation, on the other hand, is important because it is necessary to

know about the characteristics of projects that have a positive (or

negative) impact so that these projects may be replicated. Without a

thorough knowledge of project characteristics, it would be impossible

-to replicate successful projects in other institutions and to avoid the

failures that inevitably accompany the development of a series of new

projects. In addition, process evaluation allows program managers to

know if projects are carried out within the spirit of program guidelines.

Most evaluation systems as described in the literature include

process evaluation as an integral part of the overall scheme. PDT

instance, the evaluation model as developed by the Center for the Study

of Evaluation (CSC) at UCLA includes the following evaluation components:

needs assessment

program planning

implementation evaluation

progress evaluation, and

outcome evaluation

1
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Process evaluation, in the CSE context, includes both in and

progress evaluation. A second major evaluation model as developed by

Daniel L. Stufflebeam is the CIPP model which includes as evaluation

components:

context evalwition,

Input evaluation,

process erilultion, and

product evaluation.

In both of these systems, process evaluation is assigned the role of

repratin.4 data to deciicitimakers to control project operations.

As has hem pointed out in the literature, process evaluation has

throe basic nhjectives:

1. 'etc detect or predict defects it 'ne procedural design or its
implementation during the impleme...*ation stages,

2. "to provide information for programmed decisions, and

3. "to maintain a record of the prc..'odure as it occurs."

These basic objectives are met with the model described in this report.

The methodological approach described above Las been applied to

a series of educational personnel training programs in the U.S Office

of Education and the application of the process evaluation segment of

the overall evaluation system is described in this report.

Under the Education Professions Development Act (EPDA) of 1967, the

National Center for the Improvement of Educational Systems (DIES), formerly

the Bureau of Educational Personnel Development CREPD), of the Office of

Education, has been authorized to fund a large number of training pro-

grams and projects designed to reduce the critical shortages of many

types of educational personnel and to offer opportunities for improving

as well as reforming educational systems. Those programs cover a wide

spectrum of the education professions. Specialists in early childhood

vOWNIMONIMP.M.01MMO

I. "Evaluation types and a Model for Evaluation," Stufflobeam,
Proms, rastse, at al., in Educational }valuation and Dods i °making.,
lta.5ca, 1111Hois, 1971.
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develorment, special education, bilingual education, and vocational

eJucation have been trained. In addition, projects that foster educa-

tional innovations stich as Teacher Corps, School Personnel Utilization,

and Urban/Rural School Development have been funded. Since the Center

mus... ensure that all of the diverse projects being funded are operating

according to program guie' i:te4 and are progressing toward their objectives*
it wa noress.ary 4:1.1t their :sctiri ties he rionitored and evalnated. Accorti-
ingly ; contract w;i: awardo e. to devlcip and implerkn for the Center's

proAris..: process evaluAtion system to assist decision-makers.

This: r:-port e.octimz.rts a two yoar of fc,rt to dewlap and implement
pro...:.: 0-011,:it;rn systnt for the programs of the National Center for

try 1.:;z1roverient of 1:dmationa1 Feptert. (NC.f1S) of the 11.S. Office of
hducation. in the first year, the evaluation system was designed,

questionnaires ore trivelop,..td, and computkv proc!,rams were written.

This system was then pilot-tented in 80 projects in eight NCITS program

across the country. The second year's effort involved the full-scale

implementation of the system in 438 projects in 12 NCIES programs.

The MThS programs included in the study are:

Bilingual Education

Parly Childhood

Educational Leadership

Pupil Personnel Services

School Personnel Utilization

Special reheat ion

Teacher Corps

Teacher Development for Desegregating Schools

Training of Teacher Trainers

Urban/Rural School Development

Vocational Education Part 452

Vocational Education Part 553

3
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Mothcidolosy.

The basic approach to the system design relies on obtaining certain
basic information about each program and project. The logic for the
process evaluation system is illustrated in Figure 1. Specifically,
each Center program has developed a set of program guidelines (A)
that projects are expected to follow and which, it is believed, will
resut: in the successful accomolishment of overall program objectives.
These program guidelines provide an f.werall description of the goals
and apnrc,iches or i1'' program as ft WhOle as well as providing a basic

.10:'..olor.writ. In adt.:ition, pragram guidelines contain
a sce....s cif conditions (R), which are specific statements of
cirpected project perfornianov.

A. Program
dol /nes

11:11.......14.1m.11=.1.111111WIN.E.11mMmENN

B. Program
Conditions and

Quantitative Measures

F. Program Specific
Questionnaires

G. Goals
Specified by

Pmgrais Managers

H. Discrepancy
Analysis

C. Cannon Conditions
and Measures

INNIMPNINMIrbdarima.mi ...111mwe

Ilisaarassam

D. Overall
Questionnaire

I. Program
Statistical Report

J. Overall Statistical
Report

Figure 1: LOGIC OP DISCRIIPAITY ANALYSIS teEllIODOLOGY

4
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An esample of a program condition from the Teacher Corps program is:

"Each project will develop a systemitic management plan to fhcititatt

program development, evaluation, and modification."

and from the Early Childhood program:

"Participants should he provided with opportunities to develop

expertise in workito, with the commnity, identifying, understanding,

and working within dectsion-rnking structures."

For each progr.nu con( In. (omit itative measures (II) were developed

and review.: and ainrov.-id by prognin =lagers. Its data are cihtained on
tiles-, measures of pre ,ram cond;tions, the ma gram sneclalist or

evaltritor can dOwninn idieer or not the conditions are being met.

Meg(' measures might take aily format From a simple Yes-Xo response

('Ths the project develored a systetatic management plan?") to a

numerical response ("Indicate the number of participants receiving

practicum training.") to a lengthy open-ended response ("&scribe

overall project training strategies.") which would then be rend and

coded. Frequently, a numher of data itens would be rowired to

adequately measure how welt a project was addressing the data element

in question.

Because many education programs have a number of similar objectives
(e.g., the recruitment of minorities, community involvement, etc). and

since it was necessary to gather similar baseline descriptive data on

all programs and projects, it was possible to construct a list of

Center-wide common conditions and measures (C). The questions designed

to address these common conditions were placed in sn overall questionnaire
(D) with the data requelsted organized into seven basic areas:

information concerning participants, their characteristics,
and recruitment;

data on the length and nature of the training provided by the
project;

a description of the practicum;
information concerning the amount and sources of funding;



BEST COPY MAKE

data-ola project advisory COM 1 i%

project sel f-evalamt ion information; and

a descriptice of the dissemination of project information.

While all education prom= have many similarities, each Center

program has been established to foster educational reform from a different

viewpoint. Thus, each program had a lumber of guidelines which were

program-specific. For those condit ions that were program-seeci fi c (E)
quantitative measures were developed and placed in a series of program-

spec i Vic (1 nest i onna t rest (F), tai th a separate questionnaire for each of

the twrIve prv)grarLs included in the study.
The next step was the one that caused the most di fficulty foal the

devolopmert of' the evaluation system, as program managers were asked to
establish a specific goal (G) for each program condition /measure against

which to gauge project performance. Mile for the most. part program

managers wore reluctant to establish quantitative standards for the

measurorant of project success or failure, they all ultimately did so.

It is believed that their reluctance to establish gcnilis for project

performance was borne cat of a fear that poor project performance

would be interpreted as a failuw on the part of the proms manager
himself. it was because of this factor that program managers were asked

to establish the goals for their in programs. For the most part, the

outside evaluator who was thoroughly familiar with the program could have

estahlislvx1 a set >f goals closely approximating those developed by

program managers. This, however, would have been more an evaluation of

the program as a whole than an evaluation of the projects.

For most of the program condition/measure combinations, program

mansk-lrs were able to establish a goal. In s cases, however, it was

either impossible for the program manager to state a goal as the

program condition/measure combination was descriptive in nature or the

program manager was twilling to establish a goal. Where a goal was stated

by the program, the data reported by the projects were cmvared against

the goal. Were no goal was stated, the project data were compared

against the program average. For those projects Nualing or exceeding

6
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the goal, the data were presented as reported. For those prole -ct whose

data were loss than the goal, the data were highlighted by placing'

parentheses around it, as: (°DATA). It should he noted at this point

that some projects were established in order to addross a specific

need and thus may not have net all of the program goals and yet he

considered a successful project. Additionally, local conditions in the

field NW hare prevent .,ti the attainment of one or more or the golls ti
the proje.e rcv,ardie:: of the effort rut forts. NOnethele,4:4 the colicept

of a nraulmiproject 041 allows program specialists ancf evaluators to

function by manawirt4,t by-exception, concentrating their analysis and

efforts on those projects that do not meet the program gal.

Examplea of the program goal concept arc' that the Early Childhood

program set a goal of Wiwi participants spend at least SO percent of

their praeticum time in contact with parents and the mummify and

the Special Education program set a goal of having 100 percent of the

participants receive a job in special education upon project completion.

Coals thus stated (in quantified terms) permit an obpctive analysis

that would be less feasible with the more generalized descriptive goals

that are typically utaized in education programs.

Sumariting the overall analysis approach, then, actual performance

can be compared against planned performance as made explicit in quanti-

tative goals for all conditions in the program to forma discrepancy

analysis (II). In addition, program statistical reports (I) and overall

statistical reports (J) could be produced from the data base.

In addition to the above surveys designed to be sent to project

directors, a separate survey was developed to be sent to a sample of

participants in the projects surveyed. This participant questionnaire

was designed to collect information on the following areas:

expectations about the project,

participant evaluation,

project activities,

project advisory council, and

areas of project strength and weakness.

7
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In addition, information WAS collected on participant demographics

(marital oratus, age, eext race or ethnic background, education, and

',liar occupation). Those data were collected to permit cross-tabulations

to be developed in order to determine whether there was any significant

difference between demugrarthic gtatipS and their responses to the project

que4tions. Rang, one could determine for a given program, or for the

nuroau a a utole, whrther satisfaction with thc program varied by

dmv.raphic varlahlo.

8
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Survey Iwillementation

In all, a total of 14 questionnaires were developed consisting of:

Part A - Como overall questionnaire - (Project level)

Port R - Wave separate program specific questionnaires -
(Project level)

Participant questionnaire (Individual participant)

The proivet qmstionnaires were mailed to all project directors

in the 12 proaraNs in the middle of the project year. An over survey

responr.:. rate of 84 percent WPA achieved for the 4:ig project-et in the

surve),. with six of twelve pro rums achinving over a 90-percent

respome rate aA male he seen in Table 1 helm:

Table 1

REEPONSE RATE TOR PROM'S QUE,ST1MAIRES

Program
NUMber of
Projects

Amber of Projects
Responding

Number
k

Percent

Bilingual Education 13 11 8S
Early Childhood 47 39 83
Educational leadership 15 14 93
Ptril Personnel Services 41 37 88
School Personnel Utilization 18 17 94
Special Education 39 36 92
Teacher Corps 70 63 90
Teacher Development for
Desegregating Schools 43 40 94
Training Teacher Trainers 32 29 91
Urban/Rural School Development 24 17 71
Vocational Iklucation Part 552 18 16 89
Vocational Education Part 553 78 49 63

Tbtal All Programs 438 368 84

9
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In contrast with the project questionnaires, the participant ques-

tionnaire was distributed on a sample basis with the questionnaires

mailed to selected project directors (projects were selected on a

probability proportional to size (PPS) basis), who were asked to

distribute them to participants according to a specific simple random

sainple promiures. Proje directors were asked to return the complete

list of pNrticipants in tLe prok.cts indicating those selected, thus

permitting verification that the proper selection procedure was used and

allowing follow-up on ruri-re slmndents. An evaluation of the procedures
utilized and the regporoles recolve indicated that a representative

sample prnitram participants was drawn.

The (ice a tni5 two-stage selitilinp, procedure yielded an overall

participant survey regponge rate of 56 percent of the 3,273 participants

in the sample that represented the total 27,496 participants in the

programs for the year of this study. The response rates by progrma for

the participant questionnaire may be seen in Table 2.

Table 2

RESPCINISE HATES mit rAitnorANT Qinsnozeinui

Progrma

Nurberof
Participants
in Progress

!r of
Participants
Selected

Nudmref
Participants
Responding

Response
Rate

(percent)

Bilingual Education 408 172 113 65.7
Early Childhood 3436 313 171 54.6
Educational Leadership 339 150 96 64.0
Pupil Personnel Services 665 152 111 73.0
School Personnel Utilization 254s 456 262 57.5
Special Education, 3006 327 194 59.3
Teacher Corps 2409 258 136 52.7
Teacher Development 1548 279 157 56.3
for Desegregating

.

Schools
Training Teacher Trainers 3035 410 211 51.5
Drhwa/Rural 2057 358 173 48.3
Vocational Education 552 253 93 85 91.4 .

Vocational Education 553 7792 305 136 44.6

Total - 12 Center Programs 27496 3273 1845 56.5

10
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Covvuter ftwaare
a

Because of their vastly different nature, two separate computer

software systems were utilized for the project and participant

questionnaires. The participant questionnaire was developed to be analyzed

in a standard cross-tab format and hence was processed by a commercial

corvoter firm. Tie proj(*ct qvcstionnaires, on the other hand, were

specia:immd both in their desien and in the types of analyses

Oidt %%,-ni;i1 14, ap:Iliod, l.nce a symc. of special:zed programs was

Ihis system consists of a collection of c.' 1, language

p.-ie.:rivis (dos i to he cumpatihle with the conputer systentt

system ::'are.:. It was designed for and implemented on the IBM

Sy:lvm 360/Modvi 65 and 37(1/Model 1L5. using the distributed as-mve

software Cnmpoter System and required the following peripheral equipment:

an Iii on-line 1403 printer,

an on-line 254) card reader,

at least one IEM 2314 disk storage Jevice, and

at least three 18q 729 magnetic tape units.

In addition, this system can also be loaded and executed from a

remote job entry terminal such as the Data 100 or II' 2784 RR terminal.

The system was designed to produce approximately 47 predesigned tables

in 31 different presentation formats in a generalized manner and 12

program discrepancy analysis reports. The PPQ-DPS was intentionally

designed in an open-ended and general fashion so that additional coding

or totally now output table generation procedures could be added to the

system framework in a timely and easy manner.

Structurally, the programs can be considered to consist of various

independent operational modules that perform some function in the

questionnaires during this flow through the system stream. At the highest

level of consideration, the system contains three major modules. They

are:

1. Editing and maintenance of the questionnaire data base,

2. Report printing file preparation, and

3. Generation of the roquirod tables.

-1

11



CS.T. cr.1 mama

Within each or these moditles, software program perform prescribed
operations on the data. During execution or the edit module; the edit
program performs various numeric and syntax data checks. further
downstream, the update program of the maintenance made not can't:
produces data base records but also executes user-directed a:1.-ta range
checl:s. St i t 1 ;firth 'r d ns treat), records are ext rag t'}, -.limed, and,
finnily, in ti last iroeatle, data rrc- presented in elttpitt tahle reports.
liec3.1se lir the litlibor or (Ilia fields included ;Ind .te monitor of projects,
ta%; Or. Ind fin gon 1 coripa r mIns a srit -itorsge capacity of at
lea:;t 2:#61: is raw: reel fol. the et-r ph:to II!. athotigh modules such as
edit, 14ALeT, C. may he accarrplish,-.1 xith 11.fss storapp capacity.

s i ed f I ow di ngram for the software system may be seen in
1.igure 2.

It should be noted Ont comprohensive package of computer
programs were developed z:use of the large nuther of projects surveyed
and the very large it 1.aments that were developed. For a small number
of projects and felt. .Lstruments that request a small number of data
item, hand pro:ersing would he feasible and would result in a significant
cost savir..- The great flexibility designed into the software syston
describe(' ....hove would be lost, however, and this must be weighed in the
disct14,:on as to the processing mode to be adopted.

12
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Analysis and Presentation of Data

development of the analysis plan for any evaluation system must

precede the development of the instruments and the sample. This sequence

is essential if data are to he collected correctly. The development of

instruments prior to the existence of an analysis plan will result in

data groups or the collection of extraneous data. Thus the analysis plan

preareJ very early in the devt:lornent of this study.

site hNsic approach to the design of the analysis plan, was to depend

heavily on the needs of educational Jecision-makers to determine the

sp:.cific analysis procedures. It is believed that the ultimate use of

the data shoidd he the driving force of the analysis rather than the

format and form in which it iA most convenient to collect it. If the

data collect:Q.(1 are not published in a form usable by varlets levels

and types of decision-makers, their ultimate purpose is seriously diluted.

This approach was inherent in the overall system design, relying as it

did on pro' am conditions and goals. The analysis for each of the

three types of questionnaires, while interrelated, was developed along

separate lines.

As described previously, the data collected on the participant

questionnaires were processed in cross-tab format providing summaries

of the data in a series of approximately twenty tables. The data were

sumarized both for each individual program and for the Center (all

twelve programs) as a whole. The Center data were processed using the

program as the basic variable while the basic variable for the program-

level data was a series of participant demographics (age, race, sex,

education, and prior occupation). The basic question about which data

were analyzed were participant expectations about the project, partici-

pant evaluation, project activities, project advisory council, and areas

of project strength and weakness. A sample of the data output may be

seen in Table 3.

The Part A questionnaire data were processed in a descriptive manner.

The goal with this data was to present statistical descriptions of the

projects, programs, and the Center as a whole. it was designed to

14
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BEST CCM AVAILABLE

provide informition to decision-makers in seven basic areas: information

concerning participants, their characteristics, and their recruitment;

data on the length and nature of the training provided by the proActs;

a description of the practicum; information concerning the amount and

sources of feitidings; and descriptive data concerning advisory councils,

projct.t 4("If-evaluninno and the diAsemination of project informition.

I: 10tAh1en to provi.:inc a deActiptive report concernim proiect activities,

i;p:irolc% atlo:t t:eci?tion-Takirs to h(!liu to view thy. qmintitative

fa't 0:11:rd ro the qualitativr) iiput of the program. Data conceoling

flu, mrher !,:,d cirgira,:torigtics of frainceft midi the amount an type:: of

train;r1:t a:o.ire of thc Litrintitative Impact that the prOgrmil

le: A :ainple of the ()lapin' fran the basic statiM lent package

may he tint Ii I,l Table 4.

While tie particivant questionnaire data were cross-tabulated and

the statistical data reported in a 501.0S of tables designed to fill

specific information reed.:, the discrepancy analysis data were treated

somwhat Iliffc-rently. As described above, each program manager was asked

to specify a goal for each combination of program conditions and quanti-

tative measures. Per most of the coMbinations, programs established a

goal to assess the successful performance by a project in pnacess terms.

Where a goal was stated by the program, the data reported by each project

were compared against the goal. Where no goal was stated, the project

data were comparedwith the program average. Men he data reported by

a project did not equal or exceed the goal established by the program,

the data were highlighted by placing parentheses around it, allowing

analysts to quickly determine where assistance was needed by the projects.

The data, then, were reported on a program, basis with the project serving

as the is unit of analysis. A sample of the data output that was

prod ucell may be seen in Table S.

In addition to the project-by-project reporting of the data, two

types of summaries were developed. The first summary.was the Project

Discrepancy Analysis Summary. This summary was designed to indicate the

16
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BEST CM AVAILABLE

percent of the program conditions/quantitative measures that each project

SUCCCSS flu ly estate I isned by the program goals. Wh i le each prograri

condition does not necessarily carry an equal weight with program managers,

in general it may he said that the higher the number of conditions met,

the Fiore -tttccess fill the project wis in tpt.eting the program objectives.
sty r ; r,f tabir:1 51-Lowing 11K, ranl:ini. or projects in each progrun Witi
tiCVC :();Vd. :12; I ity or this strmmAry has that it pormittei program
MhTLP: TO CejC;;ly deter...lino which or the s? projects wire !-he weakest
ii; t:,1%..5 of rig ng P raltrall gnat:;. t should be remembered at this point
that in order to make Final zlecisions concerning the performance of a
(;ivi.11 proyet. it is not .st:fficient to rely solely on the projects
InJeY of opernlional comistency but is necessary to carbine this with a

kmwle*e of the (special) objective:; of the project, the environment in

which it must function, and other information concerning the project's
effectivenoss.

The second summary was the Measure Discrepancy Analysis Summary.

This summary indicated the percentage of projects that successfully met

each condition/measure and this was indicative of how successful the

total program was in meeting its own self-established goals.

Finally, as a check on the ability of the mail questionnaires to

collect accurate data, field site verification visits were scheduled to a

small samp1e,uf the projects. The approach taken was not only to in-

dependently collect the data requested in the questionnaire from the

basic data sources available to respondents, but also to request

similar pieces of data from a variety of sources. Among the individuals

that could be interviewed at a given site were the project director,

project staff, participants, college representative, school representative,

and community representative. Since in most cases the project director

provided the data reported on the questionnaires, the verification

directed to him co,.erned his interpretations of certain questions and

the general problems he had in responding. Other types of persons were

selected to provide other views of the questionnaire information and
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BEST Cri :ABLE

in many rasesorory than one type of person was intervie d for a given

cinestion to he vcrified. The results or the validity stud' indlcatea

that project director% were Able to provide the type of information

requested and that the data provided were accurate.
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Aystemi,k4atiopsarl FurrIv..r Fttly..to bp aten

The system as discussed above, utile good in its ability to collect

both de:wriptive and pros evaluation data, does have some limitations.

I. Questionnaire design is not a ono-time oecurrance. qostion-

naires must. be rovistl annually :14 program guideiinos aro changed.

14ecease tl.v! PArt A tie cec,"ila Tua rtnnt %%15 df itrOd to lie general and

t1 %-r.)s,ov, 1I -...ix:m.44. it sliould Ttivci unclating on an asIntml
is not tIlo caso f.A. the prorRn-snecific Txstionnaircs.

MM ior,naire4 are dcsi if.,..c1 to roi lea data that sped f i cal ly

progrmi ;:nd thus naust he rev-6,Ni as program

inc.,:

2 if no prfwg:u JescriptiGns exist prier to the start of tho
Vicy !mist het develolvd at; a fir5t step. As the 5b,tiidel 'tam

are pecpared, program conditions wi 1 1 also be developed. This exercise

requires a simifiaint amount of time but it is highly useful in that it

forces prtvvin manngcn to think through the overall goals and objectives

of the program and to state these explicitly.

3. Specific goals for each of the program conditions must be

developed. While these could be developed by an external evaluator,

they will be cunsie.t.rubly more significant if established by the program

:onager. The difficulty arises in that managers often view each project

as totally unique and are reluctant to see the common, program-related

thread in all.

4. The standard timing problems inherent in all data collection

exist hew. Project activities occur over some finite time period but

the guest ionnaires mist be completed by project directors at a glwn point

in time. Distribution early in the }ear forces project directors to

estiwato future activities based on their operation plan and current

activities whereas distribution late in the project year results in the

collection of retrospective data, mu ;h of which mtght not have been

recorded. Civen the limitations of both, collection relatively early in

the year rennins the better with the major advantage being that the data

can be collected, analyzed, and reported to program managers early enough
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REST art AMAMI

that corrective act ton can be taken and projects that are not adhering

to proi:ratt guidelines redirected.

S. Great tare mst be exercised to assure that the system is

not used to collect too mud% data. There Is a great tendency for evalua-

tors and program managers to collect data that would he "nice to know"

but fo- Aid; is not a 1;v:ific no: J. With n sysrem as powerful as

thi4 n!'.1 wit:; .14,:..td cost or colle.icrinv. an prclcssilig additional

eat3 it i4 rem' elA7 for this to oc.cur. he results of this

:re dat r:pnrtin2 Ipireitn on m.-tpondent.:. IA Mgnificantly

ncrA,. frcqueniy dei-reaAing valiclity of the data roportcd and

Cot ,):,41rA:11 rcecivos mAre data than he Is willina to

nov:ou wtalro. The ratoblem may be avoided ir the analysis plan

h doe-:.14N1 Ink; a.Thcred to hefore the irotrumesits ar designed.

In addition to loanic refinements to permit the system to function

more smeioth4, two fur aer steps should he taken.

1. A:4 discwsed previcesly the goals as developed for the projects

did not necessarily carry an equal weight with program managers yet

they were treated as if this were true. A weighting schcnt needs to

be developed in conjunction with program managers and applied to all goals.

The use of this weighting scheme would permit a trio index of operational

consistency to be developed that would have some quantifiable meaning

in an overall evaluation sense.

2. Both the goals and the results of project performance evalua-

tion must bo stated to projeco. While it is true that the program

conditions arc explicitly stated in the guidelines developed by each

program and distributed to each grant applicant, the indication of

expected minimum porfonmuice would servo to set a standard for projects

to attempt to meet. Finally, the results of the evaluation should be

impediatoly forwarded to the project directors to allow them to judge how

their project is performing iclative to the level of performance

considered satisfactory.
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f*PrnarY.

The managemont and evaluation of education programs requires a

tbnoly, accurate information system. The discrepancy analysis model

described aids in providing this information in a format that may be

processo.1 and yields the metho,1 by which such a systemmay be developed

and isArilding from specific Atatoments of expected project
perferenwe, thi4 study showed it questionnaires prty he developed,
analfAi:! oians rrcpred, md analytical report.; prodtKed to enable a

revicwer to quickly lehrn the sratus of an education project. The
.wstoin th-.1 rglqie tocs of data for decision-makers: basic

iniGmtion to permit statistical 5:..immaricsof preigram opero-

ti:in U he prepamd and reviewed, and operational consistency data which
allow decision-mal:vm to review project operations and to function by
manaiwerlit-hy-excvption, concentrating their efforts on those projects
most in need of technical assistAnce.
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